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Executive Summary 
 
The remedy for the New Lyme Landfill Site in New Lyme, Ashtabula County, Ohio, included the 
installation of a multi-layer protective cap, a ground water extraction system, a ground water treatment 
system, and ground water monitoring. After the issuance of an amended Record of Decision (ROD), the 
remedy for the Site included the discontinuance of the ground water extraction system and the 
treatment system, and long term ground water monitoring with a generic contingency plan. The trigger 
for this five-year review was the completion date of the first five-year review on February 24, 1998. 
 
The assessment of this five-year review found that the remedy was constructed in accordance with the 
requirements of the ROD and the amended ROD. The remedy is functioning as designed. The 
immediate threats have been addressed and the remedy is expected to be protective when ground 
water cleanup goals are achieved. 
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Five-Year Review Summary Form 
 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 
Site name : New Lyme Landfill 
U.S. EPA ID : OHD980794614 
OHIO EPA ID: 204-0559 
Region: 5 State: Ohio City/County: New Lyme/Ashtabula 

SITE STATUS 
DNPL Status:  X   Final         Deleted         Other (specify)  
Remediation Status: (choose all that apply):      Under Construction   Operating 
   X   Complete 

Multiple OUs?*       Yes     X   No Construction completion date: 
12/29/1992 

Has site been put into reuse?       Yes     X   No  

REVIEW STATUS 
Lead agency:    X   U.S. EPA         State         Tribe         Other Federal Agency 
Author name: Andrew C. Kocher 
Author Title: Site 
Coordinator 

Author affiliation: Ohio EPA / Northeast District 
Office 

Review period:** 6/5/2002 to 2/24/03 
Date(s) of site inspection: 10/24/02 & 11/14/02 
Type of review:      Post–SARA     X   Pre-SARA         NPL-Removal only 
      Non-NPL Remedial Action Site         NPL State/Tribe-lead 
      Regional Discretion 
Review number:        1 (first)     X   2 (second)         3 (third)         Other (specify) 
Triggering action: 
       Actual RA Onsite Construction at OU #               Actual RA Start at OU# ___ 
       Construction Completion   X   Previous Five-Year Review Report        Other  
Triggering action date: 2/24/1998 
Due date (five years after triggering action date): 2/24/2003 

* [“OU” refers to operable unit.] 
** [Review period should correspond to the actual start and end dates of the Five-Year 
Review in WasteLAN.] 
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Five-Year Review Summary Form - cont. 
 
Issues: 
 

Numerous areas where subsidence has occurred (low spots), located on the eastern portion of 
the landfill. 
 
Inadequate monitoring data to verify that the plume is not migrating within the deep aquifer (lower 
zone of the bedrock aquifer). 
 
Lack of analytical projections to predict length of time until ground water cleanup goals will be 
achieved. 
 
High arsenic levels at the Site. 

 
Recommendations and Follow-up Actions: 
 

Develop plan to repair “low spots,” submit plan to U.S. EPA for approval, conduct repair activities. 
 
Conduct periodic sampling of the following wells: MW-6C, MW-9C, MW-15C, MW-17C, MW-18C. 
The sampling frequency and analyses may be modified as appropriate in 2003. 
 
Conduct analytical projections to determine length of time until ground water cleanup goals will be 
achieved. 
 
Further investigate high arsenic levels, including potential from natural occurrences.  
 

Protectiveness Statement: 
 
All immediate threats at the site have been addressed, and the remedy is expected to be 
protective of human health and the environment. 

 
Long-term Protectiveness: 
 

Current monitoring data indicate that the plume remains onsite and that the remedy is functioning 
as required to achieve ground water cleanup goals. Continuing ground water sampling will insure 
that contaminants will remain on the site. 

 
Other Comments: 
 

All current monitoring data indicate that the plume remains onsite. Therefore, monitoring 
frequency shall be reevaluated following the final report summarizing all eight quarters of 
sampling data. 
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New Lyme Landfill Site 
New Lyme, Ashtabula County, Ohio 

Second Five-Year Review Report 
 
I. Introduction 
 

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has conducted a Five-Year Review for 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) at the New Lyme Landfill site (the 
Site), Ashtabula, Ohio. The purpose of the Five-Year Review is to ensure that the remedial action 
implemented at the New Lyme Landfill site remains protective of public health and the 
environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in Five-Year 
Review reports. In addition, Five-Year Review reports identify issues found during the review, if 
any, and identify recommendations to address them. 
 
Ohio EPA is preparing this Five-Year Review report pursuant to CERCLA § 121 and the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA § 121 states: 

 
If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial 
action no less often than each five years after the initiation of such remedial action to 
assure that human health and the environment are being protected by the remedial action 
being implemented. In addition, if upon such review it is the judgement of the President that 
action is appropriate at such site in accordance with Section [104] or [106], the President 
shall take or require such action. The President shall report to the Congress a list of 
facilities for which such review is required, the results of all such reviews, and any actions 
taken as a result of such reviews. 

 
The U.S. EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP; 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(f)(4)(ii) states: 

 
If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than every 
five years after the initiation of the selected remedial action. 

 
Ohio EPA conducted the Five-Year Review of the remedy implemented at the New Lyme Site 
(Site) in New Lyme, Ashtabula County, Ohio. This review was conducted by Ohio EPA’s Site 
Coordinator and reviewed by the U.S. EPA Remedial Project Manager (RPM) for the entire Site 
from June 2002 through February 2003. This report documents the results of the review. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

This is the second five-year review for the New Lyme Site. The triggering action for this policy review is the 
signature date of the first Five -Year Review on February 24, 1998. The Site is pre-SARA and the first Five -
Year Review was conducted as a matter of policy. Due to the fact that a ROD Amendment was issue in 
1999 for the Site, the five-year review is now required by the Statue since hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure. 

 
II. Site Chronology 
 

Table 1 - Chronology of Site Events 
 

Event Date 
Landfill received household, industrial, commercial, and institutional wastes, 
as well as construction and demolition debris. 

1969 - 1978 

Facility obtained license to operate. 1971 
Numerous violations occurred. 1971 - 1978 
Landfill closed by Ashtabula County Health Department. 8/1978 
Site discovery. 5/1/1982 
Site inspection. 7/1/1982 
Proposal to NPL. 12/30/ 1982 
Preliminary assessment completed. 1/1/1983 
Remedial Investigation (RI) was conducted. 8/1983 – 8/1984 
Final listing on NPL. 9/8/1983 
Remedial Investigation Report completed. 2/1985 
Feasibility Study Report completed. 9/1985 
ROD/Remedial Alternative Selection signed. 9/1985 
Extraction wells were installed. 1989 
Pumping and water treatment begins. 10/3/1990 
Construction completion. 12/29/1992 

Removal activities conducted at the Site. 
1/13/1994 -  
1/18/1994 

State of Ohio assumes the O&M responsibilities at the Site. 7/24/1994 
Potentially Responsible Parties (PRP) assumes the O&M 
responsibilities a the Site. 

1997 

First Five-Year Review signed. 2/24/1998 
Focused Feasibility Study completed. 1998 
ROD Amendment signed. 11/16/1999 
Deactivation of the ground water extraction/treatment system. 7/27/2001 
Long-term groundwater monitoring begins. 8/2001 
5th Quarter Sampling Event 9/2002 – 10/2002 
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III. Background 

 
Physical Characteristics 

 
The New Lyme Landfill Site property is about one mile west of State Route 11 on Dodgeville 
Road in Ashtabula County, approximately midway between the cities of Warren and Ashtabula. 
The Site is about three miles east of Dodgeville and about one mile west of the intersection of 
Dodgeville and Hunter Roads (Figure 1). The landfill is irregular in shape and occupies about 40 
acres of the approximately 100-acre tract. On the north, it is bounded by Dodgeville Road and a 
wooded wetland area associated with Lebanon Creek. Wooded wetland areas also form the west 
and south boundaries; directly west of the Site is a lake. The land to the west is a wildlife area 
used for public hunting and fishing. East of the Site, land has been cleared for agricultural use. 
 
A regional water shed divide between the Lebanon Creek and Mosquito watersheds lies 
approximately one-quarter mile south of the Site. Surface water drainage from the landfill and the 
immediately surrounding area discharges to Lebanon Creek. During the RI phase there did not 
appear to be any discharges from the Site to the Mosquito Creek watershed. Discharges from the 
Site are carried by Lebanon Creek to Rock Creek, and by Rock Creek to the Lake Roaming Rock 
Reservoir. The reservoir is approximately five miles downstream of the Site. Several marshy 
areas surround the landfill on the north, west and south sides. The ground surface of the landfill is 
nearly level and is approximately five to six feet above the surrounding grade. The Site is in a 
wooded, marshy area, which straddles the divide between the Great Lakes and Mississippi River 
drainage basins. 
 
Land and Resource Use 
 
The New Lyme Landfill began operations in 1969. The landfill received household, industrial, 
commercial and institutional wastes, as well as construction and demolition debris between 1969 
and 1978. Initially managed by two area farmers, the landfill was licensed by the State of Ohio in 
1971 and operations were taken over by a licensed landfill operator. There were numerous 
violations of the license, the Ohio Revised Code, and the Ohio Administrative Code. In early 
August 1978, the landfill was closed by the Ashtabula County Health Department, because of 
numerous violations, including open dumping, improper spreading and compacting of waste; no 
state approval for disposal of certain industrial wastes; and reported excavation of trenches into 
the shale bedrock. 
 
The area west of the landfill is operated by the Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Division of 
Wildlife, as a public hunting and fishing area. Within the 
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wildlife area, an approximately 54-acre lake was installed and the clay excavated was used as a 
cap for the landfill in 1990. 
 
History of Contamination 
 
According to Ohio EPA documentation, an average 5,500 cubic yards of domestic wastes, 8,000 
cubic yards of commercial wastes, and 14,000 cubic yards of industrial wastes per month were 
disposed of at the landfill. Documents indicated that wastes at the New Lyme Site included: coal 
tar and coal tar distillates; asbestos; resins and resin tar; paint and paint sludge; miscellaneous 
oils; lacquer thinner; peroxide; various corrosive liquids; acetone; xylene; toluene; kerosene; 
naphtha; benzene; trichloroethene (TCE); linseed oil; mineral oil; fuel oil; miscellaneous 
chlorinated solvents; 2,4-D; laboratory chemicals; and waste waters. 
 
Initial Response 
 
After receiving numerous violations, the U.S. EPA conducted a Site inspection to determine 
eligibility for the National Priorities List (NPL). The Site was proposed for the NPL on 
December 31, 1982. Subsequent remedial investigations and activities were funded by the U.S. 
EPA until 1997 when the PRPs began to manage the Site. A remedial investigation (RI) was 
conducted on behalf of U.S. EPA by CH2M Hill from August 1983 to August 1984. Remedial 
investigation activities included magnetometer surveys and collection of on-Site samples for 
chemical analysis of surface and subsurface soil, Lebanon Creek, sediment and water, ground 
water, and leachate seeps. 
 
Basis for Taking Action  
 
Contaminants: 
 
Hazardous substances that have been released at the Site in each media include: 

 
Soil 
PCB’s  
Mercury  
PAHs  
Phthalates  
Dibenzofuran  
Ethylbenzene  
Toluene  
2-Butanone (MEK)  
2-Hexanone  
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 

Leachate 
PAHs  
Phthalates  
P-Chloro-M-Cresol  
Pentachlorophenol  
Phenol  
Benzoic Acid  
2-Methylphenol  
1,4-Dichlorobenzene  
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine  
Benzyl Alcohol 
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Soil  
 
Xylene  
Fluorotrichloromethane  
Tetrachloroethene  
Styrene  
1,1,1-Trichloroethene  
Carbon Disulfide  
 
Ground Water  
 
1,2-Dichloroethane  
Methylene Chloride  
2-Butanone (MEK)  
2-Hexanone  
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone  
Ethylbenzene  
 
Surface Water 
 
Trichloroethene  
Tetrachloroethene  
Acetone  

Leachate 
 
Acrolein  
1,2-Dichloroethane  
1,1-Dichloroethane  
Trans-1,3-Dichloropropene  
Ethylbenzene  
Chloromethane  
Methylene Chloride  
Toluene  
Trichloroethene  
Vinyl Chloride  
2-Butanone (MEK)  
2-Hexanone  
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone  
Xylene  
Acetone  
 
Sediment (at Leachate Sites) 
 
Ethylbenzene  
Methylene Chloride  
Toluene  
2-Butanone (MEK)  
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone  
Xylene  
Acetone  
Trans-1,2-Dichloroethene  
 

 
 
IV Remedial Actions 
 

Remedy Selection 
 

On September 27, 1985, U.S. EPA signed a ROD for the New Lyme Landfill Site. Consistent with 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA), and the National Contingency Plan (40 CFR Part 300), U.S. EPA determined that 
taking source control action by capping the landfill and consolidating contaminated sediment 
under the cap, and taking management of migration action by extraction and onSite treatment of 
contaminated leachate and ground water at the New Lyme Site was a cost-effective remedy that 
provides adequate protection of public health, welfare and the environment. The State of Ohio 
was consulted and agreed with the approved remedy. In addition, the action did require further 
operation and maintenance activities, to ensure the continued effectiveness of the remedy. It was 
also determined that the action taken was 
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appropriate when balanced against the availability of Trust Fund monies for use at other Sites. 
Through a consent decree, the PRPs assumed O&M responsibilities for the Site. The consent 
decree was lodged on August 16, 2000 and entered on November 9, 2000. 
 
Specifically, the components of the selected remedy included:  
 
• Installation of RCRA cap over the landfill with gas vents. 
 
• Installation of extraction/containment wells around the Site perimeter to dewater landfill 

and eliminate leachate production. 
 
• OnSite consolidation of contaminated sediment under the cap. 
 
• Treatment of extracted ground water using pH adjustment, biodisc, metals removal by 

NaOH precipitation, and granular activated carbon finishing until the treatment system 
becomes unnecessary (after about 15 years). 

 
• Installation of a ground water monitoring system around the Site perimeter.  
 
• Erection of a perimeter fence around the Site.  
 
Remedy Implementation 
 
A Remedial Investigation (RI) was conducted from August 1983 to August 1984 by CH2M Hill for 
U.S. EPA’s Remedial Planning/Field Investigation Team. Based primarily on information obtained 
during this investigation, Donahue & Associates, Inc. (Donahue) modeled the ground water flow 
at the Site using a two-dimensional, nonsteady-state ground water flow model called 
PLASMER 4, which is a modified version of the Prickett-Lonnquist Aquifer Simulation Model 
known as PLASM (Prickett 1971). As described on GW-11 of the 1987 Design Analysis, this 
model can simulate flow in a confined/unconfined, homogenous/heterogeneous, 
isotropic/anisotropic aquifer system. 
 
Based on the modeling results, Donahue designed a dewatering and treatment system that 
included 13 extraction wells and 18 clusters of monitoring wells (Figure 2). The extraction well 
network was designed to lower the water table to a depth of at least 20 feet throughout the Site 
within six years of initiation of pumping. Installation of the wells was completed in mid-1989, and 
pumping and water treatment began in late 1990. 
 
As stated in the 1986 Predesign Report (pages 2-4), the extraction system installed at New Lyme 
Landfill in the late 1980’s was intended to: 
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• lower the water table to a level 20 feet below ground surface;  
 
• control ground water flux into the Site; 
 
• control off-Site migration of contaminants dissolved in ground water;  
 
• stabilize the residual contaminants (in the soil); 
 
• extract contaminants dissolved on ground water. 
 
System Operation/Operation and Maintenance 
 
The RA construction contract was awarded to Sevenson Environmental Services (SES) in 
September 1988, with Site construction activities commencing in December 1988. Part of the RA 
activities included the construction of a unit process Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP), as 
well as a ground water extraction system installed that consisted of 13 extraction wells located 
around the perimeter of the landfill area. Construction of a leachate collection system began in 
September 1989 and was completed in December 1989. The system was originally designed as 
a french drain, which discharged into manholes around the Site perimeter. On an as need basis, 
these manholes would manually be pumped and the leachate transferred to the WWTP for 
treatment. This leachate collection system was modified in June 1993, to allow for the leachate to 
be pumped mechanically directly to the WWTP, therefore, eliminating the need for manual 
pumping and the potential for spills. 
 
Ohio EPA assumed O&M from the U.S. EPA for the WWTP on July 1994, while U.S. EPA 
maintained responsibility for the extraction system and the associated O&M program. In August 
1994, a section of the black iron piping in extraction well # 5 connecting the stainless steel 
extraction well to the high density polyethylene (HDPE) main header feed system, to the WWTP 
ruptured, causing a complete shut-down of the treatment plant and extraction system. Following 
several months of negotiations with U.S. EPA concerning this issue, Ohio EPA, in the best 
interest of human health and the environment, pursued and obtained state funding for the project. 
To eliminate the potential for rupture of other extraction well piping, Ohio EPA decided to replace 
all the black iron piping with stainless steel in the remaining extraction wells. Additionally, each 
extraction well was fitted with a valve, capable of isolating each individual well from the header 
system. These isolation devices eliminate the need to shut down the system in the future, should 
additional work need to be completed on individual wells in the system. The repairs began in 
December 1994 and were completed in February 1995. The extraction system and the WWTP 
went back on-line in March 1995 and have been operational since. 
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In May 1996, Ohio EPA, following review and discussions of WWTP influent and effluent data, 
discontinued use of several treatment unit processes, which included the metals precipitation 
process including pH adjustment and the rotating biological contractors (RBC’s) and their related 
nutrient feed system. There were no indications from influent analytical data that any significant 
metals or organics were part of the influent groundwater to the WWTP. Therefore, unit processes 
designed to deal with these contaminates were no longer needed. The nutrient feed system for 
the RBC units was actually degrading the water quality by adding such metals as zinc to the 
effluent stream. Currently, the WWTP operational units include a tertiary sand filter treatment and 
two 10,000 gallon units prior to discharge to Lebanon Creek. From the effluent analytical data, 
there appears to be no discharges that have been above those established to be protective of 
human health and the environment. The discharge limits have been orders of magnitude lower 
than are required to meet the current discharge limits. There appears to be no problems with the 
treatment train modification to date, and the plant continues to treat influent groundwater as it was 
designed. 
 
Data collected during the Operational and Maintenance (O&M) at the New Lyme Landfill suggest 
an absence of expected change in the level of contaminants. The concentration of contaminants 
in the extracted ground water from the pump and treat system is lower than what was expected in 
the ROD. Since completion of the Remedial Action (RA) and installation of the low permeable 
landfill cover, there appears to be a decrease in the potentiometric surface level of the ground 
water in the monitoring wells and by the absence of leachate seeps, suggesting a reduction in 
surface water infiltration into the landfill. With the pump and treat system operational, some wells 
did equilibrate with artesian conditions. 
 

V. Progress Since the Last Five-Year Review 
 
On February 24, 1998, the First Five-Year Review was completed. A level II review was chosen 
based upon the above information. Additional data was collected to support recommendations in 
the review. With the absence of leachate seeps from the existing remedy and the other pathways 
continue to remain unchanged, there does not appear to be any additional risk pathways to 
recalculate. Therefore, recalculation of risk was not warranted at the time. Overall, the eight 
general recommendations from the first review were: 
 
• Implement the new discharge limits reflective of Ohio Water Quality Limits and the Great 

Lakes Initiative October 31, 1997. 
 
• Sample residential wells on an annual basis. 
 
• Re-evaluate and define rate and extent of off-Site ground water contamination. 
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• Install one downgradient monitoring well cluster (3 wells) immediately to the west offSite 
and two side gradient monitoring well clusters (3 wells each) offSite. 

 
• Replace the damaged monitoring well MW-20A. 
 
• Evaluate and install additional bedrock monitoring wells to adequately monitor the entire 

Site and verify bedrock flow direction. 
 
• Re-evaluate Sampling and Analysis Plan and QA/QC, concerning detection limits. 
 
• Continue maintenance of the cap, gas system, fence, WWTP, etc. 
 
In addition to the Five-Year Review Report, the PRPs performed ground water investigations and 
issued a Hydrogeological Report in December 1996, and a subsequent Remedial Alternatives 
Report in January 1997. U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA also conducted a Focused Feasibility Study for 
the Site in September 1998. These reports and the First Five-Year Review showed that the 
original remedial action lowered the water table but did not de-watered the landfill. On November 
16, 1999, a ROD Amendment was signed. 
 
ROD Amendment 
 
The ROD Amendment was written due to changes in Site conditions. The amended Site Plan 
included the following components: 
 
1. Shutdown of the on-Site ground water treatment plant. 
 
2. Implementation of an amended long-term ground water monitoring program. 
 
3. Site specific triggers that may initiate contingency plans. 
 
4. Continued operation and maintenance of the installed cap, including leachate control if 

necessary, and continued Site security. 
 
These changes to the original ROD were implemented due to a re-evaluation of the Site. In March 1998, 
U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA evaluated how protective the original plan was to human health and the 
environment. The results of this evaluation are included in the New Lyme Landfill, first Five Year Review 
Report. Additionally, with few exceptions, the ground water extracted from beneath the landfill showed no 
signs of contamination above regulatory limits. These changes to ROD were determined by U.S. EPA and 
Ohio EPA, to provide the same level of protectiveness in a more cost-effective manner. 
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The amended plan involved the discontinuation of the onSite treatment of ground water and 
leachate. This was accomplished through the complete shutdown of the extraction system, 
extraction wells, and the ground water treatment plant on July 27, 2001. 
 
The second component to the ROD amendment included the implementation of a long-term 
ground water monitoring program. This program included the quarterly sampling of 19 wells, the 
semi-annual sampling of eight additional monitoring wells, and annual sampling of 6 residential 
wells. The specific wells to be sampled are listed in Table 1, and the corresponding analytical 
methods to be performed for these well samples are indicated in Table 2. In additional to the well 
sampling, the ROD Amendment stated that water-level data will be collected from all wells during 
each sampling event. 
 
The third component to the ROD Amendment describes the levels of the analytical results, which 
will trigger a contingency plan. These triggers include all Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) 
and (if no MCL is listed for a contaminant) a 1 x 10-5 cumulative risk level. The ROD Amendment 
states that if these triggers are met or exceeded, than that well will be re-sampled and analyzed 
for the specific contaminant. If the analysis indicates a repeated excursion, then the contingency 
plan will be implemented. The contingency plan will be approved by U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA, and 
will include details on methods to define, among other things, the rate, concentration, and extent 
of the release. The contingency plan is not defined, because the chosen plan will be Site and 
incident specific. 
 
The last component of the ROD Amendment controls operation and maintenance of the installed 
cap (e.g., groundhog holes, landscaping, etc.), leachate control, if necessary, and Site security 
(e.g., Site inspections, fencing repair, etc.). 
 

VI. Five-Year Review Process  
 
Administration Components 
 
The Five-Year Review team was led by Lolita Hill of the U.S. EPA, Remedial Project Manager 
(RPM) for the New Lyme Site, and included members from the Regional Technical Advisory staff 
with expertise in hydrology, biology, and risk assessment. The Site Coordinator, Andrew Kocher, 
for Ohio EPA, assisted in the report generation as the representative for the support agency. 
Members of the PRP Group consultants, Brown and Caldwell, Inc., were notified of the Five-Year 
Review in July 2002. 
 
From July 1 to December 31, 2002, the support agency completed the following activities: 
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• Community Involvement 
 
• Document Review 
 
• Data Review 
 
• Site Inspection 
 
• Local Interviews 
 
• Five-Year Review Report Development and Review. 
 
From January to February 2003, U.S. EPA and the Ohio EPA reviewed the draft report. The 
comments were addressed immediately following, and a revised draft report reviewed and the 
final report signed by the director of the Superfund Division. 
 
Community Involvement 
 
Activities to involve the community in the Five-Year Review process were initiated with a Site visit 
in October. Ohio EPA conducted home interviews with the surrounding community residents. A 
letter was given to each homeowner with contact numbers and address. Comments were 
accepted during the month of November. The letter invited the recipients to submit any comments 
to Ohio EPA. 
 
During the comment period, local residents expressed concerns that the State Wildlife Area was 
attracting excess people and traffic. None of the residents expressed any concerns over the 
protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
Upon signature of this review, the results of the review and the report were available to the public 
at the New Lyme Town Library and Ohio EPA’s Northeast District office. 
 
Document Review 
 
This Five-Year Review consisted of a review of relevant documents including O&M records and 
monitoring data. A major portion of these documents consisted of the recent quarterly reports 
beginning during the month of September 2001.  
Data Review 
 
Monitoring Well System 
 
A series of 59 monitoring wells currently exist around the perimeter of the landfill area. Of those 
59 wells, 51 of them are located on-Site, while the other 8 are  
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located off-Site, both up-gradient and down-gradient of the Site. Construction and installation of 
both on-Site and off-Site monitoring wells began in June 1989, and was completed in October 
1989. The USACE contracted SES in May 1993, to conduct Site related operations for the 
abandonment and replacement of all the existing landfill ground water monitoring wells, which 
were destroyed as a result of landfill subsidence. The abandonment and replacement activities 
began in November 1993, and were completed in May 1994, resulting in the current 51 on-Site 
monitoring wells. 
 
The monitoring wells were originally designated to be sampled on a quarterly basis and were until 
May 1996, when Ohio EPA reduced that frequency to twice a year. The reasoning behind this 
reduction in sampling frequency was the indication from analytical results that no contaminates of 
concern were detected above established MCL’s. 
 
Ground Water Monitoring 
 
Ground water monitoring has been conducted at the New Lyme Site since the early 1980s. In 
general, most contaminants were detected at their highest levels early in the investigation (1983 
and 1984). This high level followed by a drop in contaminant levels may well have been the result 
of removal activities eliminating significant source material. 
 
On August 27, 2001, quarterly ground water sampling began under the revised monitoring plan 
per the amended ROD. The monitoring included the collection of ground water elevations (see 
Table 3-1) and the collection of a sample for laboratory analysis (see Table 3-2). The first 
quarterly sampling event was conducted to obtain representative “baseline” conditions and was 
considered to essentially represent pumping conditions at the Site. Every quarterly sampling 
event afterwards was conducted to determine if contamination would reappear after shutting 
down the groundwater treatment plant. In addition to looking for contaminants, samples were 
analyzed for typical natural attenuation parameters. Some of these additional laboratory 
parameters include, but are not limited to, chemical oxygen demand, chloride, nitrate, and sulfate. 
Table 3-2, Summary of Water Quality Data, compares all analytical results for all parameters that 
exceeded their corresponding reporting limit between quarterly sampling events. 
 
Although monitored natural attenuation is being evaluated, it is very difficult to determine if 
monitored natural attenuation is actually occurring at the Site. This conclusion can be drawn 
because no plume is delineated, only perimeter wells are being sampled, and no contaminants 
are being detected over their corresponding triggers. However, ground water conditions can be 
evaluated assuming potential contaminants and their likelihood to be degraded in the current 
underground environment. Therefore, a determination can be made whether monitored natural 
attenuation would be occurring outside the landfill if contamination was detected. 
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To date, a detailed evaluation of the monitored natural attenuation parameters, underground 
environment, and likelihood of degradation has not been performed. 
 
 
There is some concern that the local ground water has not recovered to ambient conditions 
following the shut down of the treatment plant. In general, shallow ground water flow direction at 
the Site continues to be to the west; however, the potentiometric map (Figure 3-1) shows a slight 
southernly flow at the south western portion of the landfill. Figure 3-2 shows the potentiometric 
surface of the intermediate aquifer. This aquifer has a flow direction toward the west. The deep 
aquifer shows a northern flow direction, as represented in the potentiometric surface map in 
Figure 3-3. Ground water levels will continue to be monitored throughout the remaining three-
quarters of sampling, in order to gather additional evidence to show whether ambient conditions 
have been reached. 
 
Another concern is the lack of analytical data from the deep aquifer. These monitoring wells are 
generally completed to a depth of 90 feet and monitor the lower zone of the bedrock aquifer. It is 
recommended that these wells (MW-6C, MW-9C, MW-15C, MW-17C, and MW-18C) be 
monitored to determine if any contaminants are penetrating vertically through the unconsolidated 
glacial material and the bedrock. The concern bears upon the following facts: 
 
• The nearest residential well is within 750 feet of the Site. 
 
• The nearest residential well is located to the north, the direction of the deep aquifer flow. 
 
• Some of the residential wells extract ground water from the deep aquifer zone. 
 
• The landfill contains DNAPLs, which tend to migrate vertically prior to migrating 

horizontally, potentially traveling underneath the intermediate monitoring wells. 
 
Private Drinking Water Monitoring 
 
Drinking water well monitoring has been conducted annually since August/September, 2001. 
Table 1 shows the name and addresses of the residential wells sampled and Table 2 shows the 
analytical methods conducted on the samples collected. Both sampling events found that all 
contaminants of concern were below detection limits. A few metals (iron, manganese, and 
sodium) were detected at levels below their respective secondary drinking water standards (see 
Table 3-2). 
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Site Inspection 
 
Inspections at the Site were conducted on October 24th, and November 14, 2002, by the Ohio 
EPA Site Coordinator and Brown and Caldwell Environmental Engineering & Consulting, the 
PRPs representatives (See Attachment A). The purpose of the inspections was to assess the 
protectiveness of the remedy, including the presence of fencing to restrict access, the integrity of 
the cap, and the condition of the gas venting system. The resulting lake built nearby to supply the 
clay for the landfill cap was also visually inspected. 
 
No significant issues have been identified at any time regarding the cap, the drainage structures, 
or the fence. Examination of the cap revealed that there had been some subsidence in various 
locations, some of these locations contained standing water. All of these “low spots” were located 
on the eastern portion of the cap. 
 
A few other minor issues were observed during the Site inspection included corroded locks and 
missing fence clips at a few locations along the perimeter fence. Also, there was a lack of 
perimeter “No Trespassing” signs to deter unauthorized access to the landfill and former 
treatment plant. Although these issues were noted during this review, they do not affect the 
protectiveness of the remedy. These minor issues were brought to the PRP’s attention and locks, 
fence clips, and signs were replaced prior to the completion of this review. 
 
Interviews 
 
Interviews were conducted with various parties connected to the Site. Ray and Vera Kaderly, 
owner of nearby residential property, were interviewed on October 24, 2002. Three other nearby 
residents, Sherry Monroe, John Mezinger, and Genevieve Draid, were supplied with interview 
questionnaires, and responded on October 28, 2002 (See Attachment A). No significant problems 
regarding the Site were identified during the interviews. However, Mr. Mezinger did note that 
traffic has increased due to the public access to Public Hunting and Fishing Area. 
 

VII. Technical Assessment 
 
Question A:  Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? 
 
The review of documents, Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), risk 
assumptions, and the results of the Site Inspection (SI), indicates that the remedy is functioning 
as intended by the ROD, and as modified by the ROD Amendment. The stabilization and capping 
of contaminated soils and sediments has achieved the remedial objectives to minimize the 
migration of contaminants to ground water and surface water, and prevent direct contact with, or 
ingestion of, 
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contaminants in soil and sediments. The effective implementation of institutional controls has 
prevented exposure to, or ingestion of, contaminated ground water. 
 
Operation and maintenance of the cap and drainage structures has, on the whole, been effective. 
A few small areas showed evidence of “low spots.” The low spots did not penetrate beyond the 
cap, and, so, did not affect protectiveness. However, the PRP’s have agreed to properly repair 
these areas. O&M annual costs have decreased below original estimates and there are no 
indications of any difficulties with the remedy. 
 
The institutional controls that are in place include prohibitions on the use or disturbance of 
groundwater, excavation activities, disturbance of the cap, and any other activities or actions that 
might interfere with the implemented remedy. No activities were observed that would have 
violated the institutional controls. The cap and the surrounding area were undisturbed, and no 
new uses of ground water were observed at the Site. However, the PRP has agreed to properly 
repair the “low spots” in the cap, which may temporarily affect the institutional control in the near 
future. 
 
Question B:  Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial action 
objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid? 
 
There have been no changes in the physical conditions of the Site that would affect the 
protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
Changes in Standards and To Be Considered 
 
As the remedial work has been completed, most ARARs for soil contamination cited in the ROD 
have been met. ARARs that still must be met, at this time, and that have been evaluated include: 
the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) (40 CFR 141.11-141.16) from which many of the 
groundwater cleanup levels were derived - [Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), and MCL 
Goals]; and ARARs related to post-closure monitoring. A revised and updated list of ARARs is 
included in Attachment B. 
 
There is one new standard that will affect the protectiveness of the remedy. The MCL for arsenic 
has been decreased from 50 ug/L to 10 ug/L. This change in the MCL is more protective for 
human health when concerning direct human consumption via a public water supply system. This 
new MCL will become effective beginning on January 23, 2006. Therefore, this change will be 
implemented at the Site before the next Five-Year Review. Additionally, numerous metals, 
including arsenic, have been detected in up-gradient and side-gradient wells. Initially, it was 
considered to implement a change in the ROD Amendment to eliminate the resampling of 
up-gradient wells. However, due to the concern that the local ground 
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water has not recovered to ambient conditions, the up-gradient wells will be treated the same as 
the rest of the wells, as specified in the ROD Amendment. Ohio EPA does recommend that this 
issue be re-evaluated following completion of the eight quarters of sampling and final report. 
 
Changes in Exposure Pathways, Toxicity, and Other Contaminant Characteristics 
 
The exposure assumptions used to develop the Human Health Risk Assessment included both 
current exposures (older child trespasser, adult trespasser) and potential future exposures (young 
and older future child resident, future adult resident and future adult worker). There have been no 
changes in the toxicity factors for the contaminants of concern that were used in the baseline risk 
assessment. These assumptions are considered to be conservative and reasonable in evaluating 
risk and developing risk-based cleanup levels. No change to these assumptions, or the cleanup 
levels developed from them is warranted. There has been no change to the standardized risk 
assessment methodology that could affect the protectiveness of the remedy. The remedy is 
progressing as expected, and it is expected that all ground water monitoring levels will remain 
within the ROD Amendment’s prescribed limits. 
 
Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the 
protectiveness of the remedy? 
 
Analytical results from the ground water monitoring have not indicated a concern of the 
protectiveness of the remedy. Ecological targets were not identified during the baseline risk 
assessment and none were identified during the first Five-Year Review and, therefore, monitoring 
of ecological targets is not necessary. No weather-related events have affected the 
protectiveness of the remedy. There is no other information that calls into question the 
protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
Technical Assessment Summary 
 
According to the data reviewed, the SI, and the interviews, the remedy is functioning as intended 
by the ROD and as modified by the ROD Amendment. There have been no changes in the 
physical conditions of the Site that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy. Most ARARs 
for soil contamination cited in the ROD have been met. There has been no changes in the toxicity 
factors for the contaminants of concern that were used in the baseline risk assessment, and there 
have been no changes to the standardized risk assessment methodology that could affect the 
protectiveness of the remedy. There is no other information that calls into question the 
protectiveness of the remedy. 
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VIII. Issues  
 
Table 4 - Issue 

Issue Currently Affects  
Protectiveness 

(Y/N) 

Affects Future 
Protectiveness 

(Y/N) 
Evidence of corroded locks and 
missing fence clips at a few 
locations along the perimeter 
fencing. 

N N 

Lack of perimeter “No Trespassing” 
signs to deter unauthorized access 
to the landfill and former treatment 
plant. 

N N 

Numerous areas where subsidence 
has occurred (low spots) located on 
the eastern portion of the landfill. 

N Y 

Inadequate monitoring data to verify 
that the plume is not migrating 
within the deep aquifer (lower zone 
of the bedrock aquifer). 

N Y 

Lack of analytical projections to 
predict length of time until ground 
water cleanup goals will be 
achieved. 

N N 

High arsenic levels at the Site. N N 
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IX. Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions 
 

Table 5 - Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions 
 

Affects 
Protectiveness? 

(Y/N) 
Issue Recommendations/ 

Follow-up Actions 
Party 

Responsible 
Oversight 

Agency 
Milestone 

Date 
Current Future 

Subsidence of 
cap 

1) Develop plan to repair 
“low spots”. 

2) Submit plan to EPA for 
approval. 

3) Conduct repair activities. PRPs State/EPA 6/30/2003 N Y 
Inadequate 
monitoring 
within the deep 
aquifer 

Conduct periodic sampling of 
the following wells: MW-6C, 
MW-9C, MW-15C, MW-17C, 
MW-18C. The sampling 
frequency and analyses will 
be determined following a 
ESD or ROD Amendment in 
2003. PRPs State/EPA 12/30/03 N Y 

Lack of 
analytical  
projections  

Conduct analytical projections, 
determine length of time until 
ground water cleanup goals  
will be achieved. PRPs State/EPA 12/30/03 N N 

High arsenic 
levels  

Further investigate high 
arsenic levels. Determine  
new trigger level before new 
MCL is in effect. PRPs State/EPA 12/30/03 N N 

 
IX. Protectiveness Statement 
 

The remedy is expected to continue to be protective of human health and the environment. This 
natural attenuation process will be continuously monitored and evaluated to project when the 
cleanup goals will be achieved. In the interim, exposure pathways that could result in 
unacceptable risks are being controlled and institutional controls are preventing exposure to, or 
the ingestion of, contaminated ground water. All threats at the Site have been addressed through 
stabilization and capping of contaminated soil, sediments, and ash, the installation of fencing and 
warning signs, and the implementation of institutional controls. 
 
Long-term protectiveness of the remedial action will be verified by obtaining additional ground 
water samples to fully evaluate potential migration of the contaminant plume downgradient from 
the landfill area. Current data indicate that the plume remains on Site. Additional sampling and 
analysis will be completed within the next six months. Current monitoring data indicate that the 
remedy is functioning as required. 
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XI. Next Review 
 

The next Five-Year Review for the New Lyme Landfill Site is required 5 years from the signature 
of this report (February 2008). 
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FIGURE  2-2 
SCHEMATIC HYDROGEOLOGIC 
CROSS SECTION 
NEW LYME LANDFILL 









 
 
 

TABLE 1 
MONITORING WELLS AND SAMPLE FREQUENCY FOR 
INCLUSION IN THE LONG-TERM MONITORING PLAN 

NEW LYME LANDFILL 
 
 

Residential Wells Monitoring Wells 
Sampled Quarterly 

Monitoring Wells 
Sampled Semi-Annually Name Address ID# 

MW-1A MW-6A Raymond Kaderly 1266 Dodgeville Road D01 
MW-1B MW-6B Clara Mezinger 1550 Dodgeville Road D03 
MW-2A MW-9A Sherry Monroe 1576 Dodgeville Road D15 
MW-2B MW-9B Don Offutt 1590 Dodgeville Road D05 
MW-3A MW-11A Tom Wallace 1630 Dodgeville Road D09 
MW-3B MW-11B Chester Woznak 1789 Dodgeville Road D04 
MW-8A MW-12A    
MW-8B MW-12B    
MW-13A     
MW-13B     
MW-15A     
MW-15B     
MW-16     

MW-17A     
MW-17B     
MW-18A     
MW-18B     
MW-22A     
MW-22B     
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TABLE 2 
MONITORING WELL ANALYSES FOR 

INCLUSION IN THE LONG-TERM MONITORING PLAN 
NEW LYME LANDFILL 

 
 

Analyses Method # Monitoring Wells 
Sampled Quarterly 

Monitoring Wells Sampled 
Semi-Annually 

Residential Wells 
Sampled Annually 

VOCs 8260 Yes Yes Yes 
SVOCs 8270 Yes Yes No 

Inorganics  7470A Yes Yes No 
TDS E160.1 Yes Yes Yes 

Total Cyanide E335.2 Yes Yes No 
COD E410.1 Yes Yes Yes 

Total Chloride E300 Yes Yes Yes 
Ammonia as N E350.2 Yes Yes Yes 
Nitrate + Nitrite E353.3 Yes Yes Yes 

Sulfate E375.4 Yes Yes Yes 
Turbitity E180.1 Yes Yes Yes 

Fe, Mn, and Na 6010A Yes Yes Yes 
Herbicides  8151 Yes* Yes No 

Pesticides/PCBs 8081 Yes* Yes No 
 
 
Key: 
 

* 
VOCs 

SVOCs 
Inorganics 

TDS 
COD 

N 
Fe, Mn, and Na 

PCBs 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

Samples only collected during semi-annual well sampling events.  
Volatile Organic Compounds. 
Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds. 
19 Target Analyte List Metals. 
Total Dissolved Solids. 
Chemical Oxygen Demand. 
Nitrate. 
Iron, Manganese, and Sodium. 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls. 
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TABLE 3 -1 

 
WELL DEPTH AND GROUNDWATER ELEVATION DATA 

 
QUARTERLY REPORT 

LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM 
 

NEW LYME LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE, NEW LYME, OHIO  
 

REPORTING PERIOD: AUGUST - OCTOBER 2002 
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WELL DEPTH AND GROUNDWATER ELEVATION DATA 
 

QUARTERLY REPORT 
LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM 

 
NEW LYME LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE, NEW LYME, OHIO  
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* = Measured from top of protective casing.  
** = Measured from top of riser.  
NA = Not available. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Page 5 of 5



 
TABLE 3-2 

 
SUMMARY OF WATER QUALITY DATA 

 
QUARTERLY REPORT 

LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM 
 

NEW LYME LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE, NEW LYME, OHIO  
 

REPORTING PERIOD: AUGUST - OCTOBER 2002 
 
 

 
Notes:  
- Table includes only those parameters that were detected in at least one sample. 
- All values are expressed in units of parts per million (ppm;mg/L). 
- Shaded values exceed the Action Level (MCL). 
- A “ -” indicates that either monitoring well was not sampled or parameter was not tested for. 
- A “<” indicates that the parameter was not detected above the Method Detection Limit (MDL).  
  The associated value is the Reporting Limit (RL). 
1Location of well relative to groundwater flow direction. N=north; S=south; OS=off-site.  
2First value represents initial exceedance/Second value represents confirmation sampling result. 
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- Table includes only those parameters that were detected in at least one sample. 
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- A “ -” indicates that either monitoring well was not sampled or parameter was not tested for. 
- A “ <” indicates that the parameter was not detected above the Method Detection Limit (MDL).  
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2First value represents initial exceedance/Second value represents confirmation sampling result. 
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- A “<” Indicates that the parameter was not detected above the Method Detection Limit (M DL).  
  The associated value is the Reporting Limit (RI.). 
1Location of well relative to groundwater flow direction. N=north; S=south; OS=off-site.  
2First value represents initial exceedance/Second value represents confirmation sampling result. 
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OSWER No 9355.7-03B-P 
 

Please note that “O&M” is referred to throughout this checklist. At sites where Long-Term Response Actions are 
in progress, O&M activities may be referred to as “system operations” since these sites are not considered to be 
in the O&M phase while being remediated under the Superfund program. 
 

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (Template) 
 
(Working document for site inspection. Information may be completed by hand and attached to the Five-Year 
Review report as supporting documentation of site status. “N/A” refers to “not applicable.”) 
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 

Northeast District Office 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________  
2110 E. Aurora Road TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor 
Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969  Christopher Jones, Director 
 
 

October 24, 2002 RE: NEW LYME LANDFILL  
ASHTABULA COUNTY  
OHIO EPA ID # 204-0559  

Resident / Owner        FIVE-YEAR REVIEW INTERVIEW 
New Lyme, Ohio 44066 
 
Dear Resident / Owner: 
 
The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), in cooperation with the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), is conducting a five-year review for the New Lyme Landfill 
site in New Lyme, Ashtabula County, Ohio. The agencies are conducting this status review of the New 
Lyme Landfill Superfund Site. The Superfund law requires regular reviews of sites (at least every five 
years) where construction of the cleanup is complete, but hazardous waste remains managed on site. 
These reviews are done to ensure that the cleanup continues to protect human health and the 
environment. 
 
This review will include an evaluation of background information, cleanup requirements, extent of sampling, 
effectiveness of the cleanup, and any anticipated future actions. 
 
Originally, both agencies selected several cleanup actions for the site. They included: a ground water pump 
and treat system to contain and treat contaminated ground water, a cover over the on-site landfill, and 
ground-water monitoring to assist in evaluating the effectiveness of the cleanup. The agencies have made 
modifications to the original cleanup plan, such as the shutdown of the pump and treat system, the revision 
of the ground water monitoring and sampling plan, and the addition of contingency plans as part of the 
modified cleanup. 
 
More recently, the potentially responsible parties have conducted quarterly ground water monitoring at the 
perimeter of the landfill for over a year. The analytical results of these monitoring events indicated that no 
hazardous substances were detected above their corresponding Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL), a 
maximum level allowable in public drinking water. 
 
Enclosed is an interview questionnaire, which will be handed out to neighbors of the site. Please, answer 
the following questions and return it in the self-addressed, stamped envelope. Your feedback and 
suggestions will be carefully reviewed and will help in the five-year review process. The five-year review 
report will be available by Spring 2003. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me toll-free at (800) 686-6330, ext. 249.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Andrew C. Kocher  
Site Coordinator 
Division of Emergency and Remedial Response 
 
ACK/kss  
 
enclosure 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment B 
 

List of ARARs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
ARARs Identified for the Five-Year Review 
 
The following ARARs are identified for the five-year review: 
 

• Ohio Revised (ORC) Chapter 6111 Water Pollution Control  
Section 6111.04 prohibits pollution to waters (including ground water) of the State of Ohio; 
Section 6111.04.2 requires compliance with National Effluent Standards;  
Section 6111.04.3 requires permits for the discharge of wastes into well;  
Section 6111.07 prohibits violations of any rule or permit in regards to water pollution. 

 
• ORC Chapter 3734 Solid and Hazardous Waste  

Section 3734.02(H) prohibits digging, etc., into or on any land where a hazardous or solid waste 
facility is located without prior authorization of the Director of Ohio EPA;  
Section 3734.11 prohibits anyone from violating any section of this chapter or any rule associated 
with Section. 

 
• ORC Chapter 3767 Nuisances  

Section 3767.13, Section 3767.14, Section 3767.17, Section 3767.18, and Section 3767.32 prohibit 
nuisances regarding wells, refuse, and waters. 

 
• Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-27-13  

This rule provides the means to grant authorization to engage in obtrusive actions in land where a 
hazardous or solid waste facility was operated. 

 
• OAC 3745-9-10 Abandonment of Test Holes and Wells  

All wells not in use must be properly abandoned. 
 
 
• OAC 3745-27-14, Post-Closure Care of Sanitary Landfill Facilities  

This rule specifies the requirements to continue management of leachate, landfill gas and surface 
water runoff. It also requires maintenance of the cap and continued ground water monitoring. 

 
• OAC 3745-66-18 (G), Post Closure Plan, Amendment of Plan  

This is a hazardous waste rule that specifies when and how post-closure care requirements can be 
modified. For example, it discusses how a post closure care requirement can be discontinued upon a 
demonstration that it is no longer necessary. While the rule is intended for hazardous waste units, it 
is relevant and appropriate for other landfills as well. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment C 
 

PRP Five-Year Review Report 
(not received as of February 5, 2003) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*The report was not received within adequate time to be included as an attachment.* 




